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Part B APR FFY 2012 Tennessee

State of Tennessee

Part B Annual Performance Report for Federal Fiscal Year FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development

The attached document is the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) Part B Annual Performance
Report (APR) for FFY 2012. The APR provides information specific to measuring the State’s progress on
indicators identified by the United States Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP).

Based on a determination of “meets requirements”, as reported to TDOE in the OSEP SPP/APR Report
of June, 2013, no required technical assistance activities focused on a particular indicator are reported.
However, it should be noted that Indicator 13 and 14 work has been enhanced through a technical
assistance agreement with the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) as
well as guidance provided by the National Post School Outcomes (NPSO) Center.

To complete this APR:

1.

Data were gathered from Federal Data Reports, State End of Year (EOY) Reports, State and
Federal statistical analysis reports, surveys, monitoring information, and advocacy and local
education agency (LEA) personnel whenever possible. The Office of Data Services reformatted
information into tables that could be used to complete indicators.

All indicator chairpersons were assigned tasks specific to overall management and accountability
as well as specific timelines for completion of assigned indicators. The SPP/APR Director was
responsible for overall completion and submission of the final APR.

In developing the APR TDOE solicits input of the Student’s with Disabilities Advisory Council
through meetings, presentations of data, and constructive Q&A. The TDOE SPP/APR
Coordinator ensured that all stakeholder input and suggestions was considered in the
development and finalization of each indicator. Additionally, staff from TDOE’s various Division’s
provided data, analysis, and explanations toward completion of the APR. Indicator chairpersons
were involved in establishing, updating, and in some cases, conducting improvement activities as
part of their indicator completion duties.

The entire draft document was submitted to TDOE's federal technical assistance center, Mid-
South Regional Resource Center (MSRRC) in early January 2014, for review prior to finalization
and submission to OSEP.

A report of slippage and summary of improvement activities has been provided in consolidated
form in Appendix | at the end of this report.

TDOE reports annually to the public on progress or slippage in meeting the “measurable and
rigorous targets” which are included in the SPP/APR as well as local district data through the
State’s website at: http://tn.gov/education/speced/data reports.shtml
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE-

INDICATOR 1: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Measurement: States must report using the graduation rate calculation and timeline established by the
Department under the ESEA.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2012 Increase the graduation rate of students with disabilities 1.5% per year.
(data from
2011-12)

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

# of cohort members graduating with regular HS diplomas by the end of 2011-12 = 6,350

(# of first-time o graders in fall of 2008) + (transfers in) — (transfers out) — (emigrated out) — (deceased)
= 8,717

6,350 /8,717 x 100 = 72.8%

The data used to measure Indicator 1 is the same as that used for reporting to the Department under Title
| of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), using the adjusted four-year cohort graduation
rate required under the ESEA for 2011-2012.

Graduation requirements that must be met for all students, including students with disabilities, to receive a
regular high school diploma, are listed below:

REQUIREMENT NUMBER OF UNITS
English 4.0
Mathematics 4.0
Science 3.0
Social Studies 3.0
Foreign Language 2.0
Fine Arts 1.0
Physical Education & Wellness 15
Personal Finance 0.5
Elective Focus 3.0
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Part B APR FFY 2012 Tennessee

To earn a regular high school diploma all students must earn the prescribed 22 unit minimum and have
satisfactory attendance and discipline records.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Slippage if the State did not
meet its target for FFY 2012

TDOE'’s target of an increase of 1.5% per year was achieved. Data for FFY 2012 reveals a 72.8%
graduation rate of students with disabilities whereas in FFY 2011, the percentage was 67.4%. This
represents progress of 5.4%. Target met.

TDOESs current efforts, designed to influence positive growth of the graduation rate, include: eliminating the
State’s alternate achievement exam (MAAS), more support to LEAs who have been flagged due to lower
graduation rates, an increase in focus on literacy skills in lower grades, more emphasis/training on writing
instructionally appropriate IEPs- especially for “at risk” students, and development and implementation of
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) practices statewide

Improvement initiatives being considered for the FFY 2013 SPP/APR or beyond include: LEAs with high
graduation rates sharing strategies utilized, tracking 5 and 6 year graduation data to emphasize success
for those SWD receiving a regular high school diploma over a time period longer than 4 years and a
summer, and continued emphasis on parent involvement.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix |)

Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table for this Indicator (if
applicable):

Statement from the Response Table State’s Response

“Submit a revised SPP with FFY 2011 baseline See revision of SPP Indicator # 1 attached with this
data for this indicator.” submission.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012

Activities Timeline Resources

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 2: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Measurement: States must report using the dropout data used in the ESEA graduation rate calculation
and follow the timeline established by the Department under the ESEA.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2012
(data from Decrease the dropout rate of students with disabilities1.5% per year.
2011-2012)

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012)

Numbers of students with disabilities who dropped out: 1,073
Numbers of students with disabilities in grades 9-12 in 2011-12 school year: 30,883
1,073 /30,883 =3.47%

The data for FFY 2011 reporting was collected absent an IDEA data manager to fully process, clean, and
deliver data to the respective APR chair. This led to incorrect numbers being utilized to calculate the
FFY 2011 dropout rate for the APR submitted in February, 2013. The rate reported was 9.6%. In the
FFY 2011 calculation the count of ALL special education students that dropped out was used for the
numerator (not just those in 9th-12th grades, which would be the accurate demographic range).
Moreover, the denominator used was the count of students from the December 1 Census report in only
grades 9-12. Accordingly, this denominator was far too low. Coupled with the higher count of students in
the numerator, the FFY 2011 calculation yielded an inappropriately high dropout rate. Once the IDEA
data manager position was filled, the FFY 2011 spike was investigated and the aforementioned problems
were found. Proper business rules that apply across all departments in the TDOE were developed so
that those calculating the 032 EdFacts report for dropouts would have information that would be
congruent with that reported for this indicator. These efforts produced a far more accurate rate that is
more aligned with years prior to FFY 2011.

Note the increase in the count of SWD dropouts in grades 9-12. This is because of a change in business
rules which included two more exit reasons for dropouts. These reasons are: "transfer to another school in
the same school system with no subsequent enroliment” and "transfer to another school in the state with
no subsequent enroliment". These additions to dropout exit reasons led to an overall increase in dropouts
throughout the state in all areas.
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Year-to-year comparison on this indicator indicates a decrease in dropout rate from 9.6% in FFY 2011 to
3.47in FFY 2012. The State target of a 1.5% decrease was met.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Slippage if the State did not
meet its target for FFY 2012: Target met. No slippage to explain.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix 1)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resources

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 3: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “N” size that meet
the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic
achievement standards

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Measurement:

A. AMO percent = [(# of districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “N” size that
meet the State’s AMO targets for the disability subgroup) divided by the (total # of districts that have a
disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “N” size)] times 100.*

B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in the assessment) divided by the
(total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window, calculated separately for reading and
math)]. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs
enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level,
modified and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs
who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned, and, calculated separately
for reading and math)]. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for full academic
year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

A. The percent of school districts meeting students with disabilities (SWD) gap closure
using Tennessee’s Annual Measurable Objectives (AMQ) will increase by 6.25% per

year.*
B. The participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment with no
2012 accommodations; Regular assessment with accommodations; Alternate assessment
(using data against alternate achievement standards and Alternate assessments against
from 2012-13) alternate standards will continue to meet 95% participation in Reading and
Mathematics.

C. Average growth of at least a 3-5% increase in the percent of children with IEPs
scoring “proficient/advanced” against grade level, modified, and alternate
achievement standards on statewide reading and mathematics assessments.*

* Measurement A. and targets A. and C. were previously revised based on the requirements of TDOE’s
ESEA Flexibility Waiver.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

3A. —Percent of districts with a disability subgroup that met the State’s minimum “N” size and
the State’s AYP target for the disability subgroup

Below is the number and percent of districts with a minimum “N” size that met students with disabilities
(SWD) gap closure Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO), by subject. The new accountability system
approved under state of Tennessee’s ESEA Flexibility Waiver, the primary metric used for AMOs for
students with disabilities (SWD) is the state’s gap closure metric. Each district is required to close the
gap between the percentage of students with and without disabilities that were proficient and advanced
by 6.25% per year. Below is the number and percent of districts with at least 30 students in each group
(students with and without disabilities) that also met the 6.25% decrease in the gap between the two

groups.

Number of Districts Total g:,tr:;:s ;?sat had % of Districts that met
Subject that Met Gap AMOs >ap targ Gap targets
(N230 in each category)
(A) B) (A/B)
Algebra | + 0
Algebra ll 15 66 23%
English Il + 0
English Il 16 89 18%
Math 3-8 16 129 12%
RLA 3-8 26 129 20%
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3.B — Actual Participation Target Data for FFY 2012
Disaggregated Target Data for Reading Participation

Participation Reading

TN Statewide Total
Assessment
2012-2013 Grade 3-8 English 1l
# %
A | Children with IEPs 58938 6977 65631
IEPs in regular
assessments 9283 2104 11387 | 17.4%
B without
accommodations
@ oo |
IEPs in regular
assessments with 26249 3940 30189 | 46%
C accommodations
@ s [N
IEPs in alternate
assessments
0,
d against modified 17948 0 17948 | 27.3%
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessments 5038 794 5832 | 8.9%
e against alternate
standards
(%) 8.6% 11.4%
Overall Total (b+c+d+e) 58518 6838 65356 | 99.6%
Participation (%) 99.8% 98%
Data below are included in ‘a’ but not included in ‘b’, ‘c’, ‘d’, or ‘e’
f Invalid 28 3 31 0.05%
g Medically 45 8 53 | 0.08%
xempt
h ELL/R 69 12 81 0.1%
i Absent 278 116 394 0.6%
Overall 58938 6977
(b+c+d+e+f+g+h+i)
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Disaggregated Target Data for Math Participation

Participation Math

TN Statewide Total
Assessment
2012-2013 Grade 3-8 Algebra |
# %
a | Children with IEPs 58835 7370 65908
IEPs in regular
assessment 9221 2315 11536 | 17.8%
b without
accommodations
@ s [
IEPs in regular
assessment with 26194 4025 30219 | 46.5%
C | accommodations
@ seen [N
IEPs in alternate
assessment 17924 0 17924 | 27.6%
d against modified
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment 5117 915 6032 | 9.3%
e against alternate
standards
(%) 8.7% 12.4%
Overall Total (b+c+d+e) 58456 7255 65711 99.7%
Participation (%) 99.9% 98.4%
Data below are included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e
f Invalid 29 1 30 0.05%
g Medically 46 8 54 | 0.08%
Exempt
h Absent 304 106 410 0.6%
Overall 58835 7370
(b+c+d+e+f+g+h+i)

ot S~ 100% oo o [N
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3.C — Actual Performance Target Data for FFY 2012

Disaggregated Target Data for Reading Performance: Number and percent of students enrolled for
a full academic year with IEPs that scored proficient or higher

Performance Reading

TN Statewide Total
Assessment
2012-2013 Grade 3-8 English Il
# %
a | Children with IEPs 58951 6977 65631
IEPs in regular
assessment 3372 531 3903 | 5.9%
b without
accommodations
0o oo [
IEPs in regular
assessment with 3637 453 4090 6.2%
c accommodations
IEPs in alternate
assessment 7149 0 7149 | 10.9%
d against modified
standards
o) 0 L
IEPs in alternate
assessment 4950 778 5728 | 8.7%
e against alternate
standards
(%) 8.4% 11.2%
Overall Total (b+c+d+e) 19108 1762 20870 | 31.8%
Performance (%) 32.8% 25 3%
Data below are included in a but not included in b, ¢, d, or e
f Basic 22545 2731 16193 | 26.1%
f Below Basic 16878 2345 19623 | 31.6%
9 Basic + Below 39423 5076 35816 | 57.7%
Basic Total
h Invalid 28 3 31 0.05%
i Medically 45 8 53 | 0.08%
Exempt
i ELL/R 69 12 81 0.1%
k Absent 278 116 394 0.6%
Overall 58951 6977

(b+c+d+e+f+g+h+i)
Total Sum = 100% 100% 100% !
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Tennessee

Disaggregated Target Data for Math Performance: Number and percent of students enrolled for a
full academic year with IEPs that scored proficient or higher

Performance Math

TN Statewide Total
Assessment
2012-2013 Grade 3-8 Algebra |
# %
A | Children with 58829 7370 65908
IEPs
IEPs in regular
assessment 3658 693 4351 | 6.6%
B without
accommodations
IEPs in regular
assessment with 3868 762 4630 7.0%
C accommodations
IEPs in alternate
assessment 5802 0 5802 | 8.8%
D against modified
standards
IEPs in alternate
assessment 4979 897 5876 | 8.9%
E against alternate
standards
Overa” Tota| (b+c+d +e) 18307 2352 20659 313%
0,
Data below are included in a but not included in b, c, d, or e
F Basic 20277 2103 19432 | 33.0%
G Below Basic 19866 2800 17676 | 30.0%
H Invalid 29 1 30 0.05%
| Medically 46 8 54 | 0.08%
Exempt
J Absent 304 106 410 0.6%
Overall 58829 7370
(b+c+d+e+f+g+h+i)

Public Reporting Information: Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) Report Card
http://edu.reportcard.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=200:1:1915830610268196

February 3, 2014
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Slippage if the State did not
meet its target for FFY 2012

3A. Tennessee’s AYP/AMO accountability system requires the reporting of the percent of districts (with a
disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size) that meet the State’s AYP/AMO gap targets
for the specified disability subgroup.

For FFY 2012 the number of districts meeting target was 18% for English Il/Ill (an increase from FFY
2011) and 23% for Algebra I/ll (an increase from FFY 2011). Progress made.

For Math 3-8 the number of districts meeting target was 12% (a decrease from FFY 2011) and 20% for
RLA 3-8, (a decrease from FFY 2011). Slippage reported.

A factor affecting these decreases is the number of students with disabilities who participated in the
general achievement assessment instead of the modified assessment for FFY 2012.

3B. The participation rate for SWD’s with IEPs in a regular assessment without accommodations, regular
assessment with accommodations, alternate assessment against modified standards and alternate
assessment against alternate standards exceeds Tennessee’s target of 95% for student participation in
Reading at 99.6% and in Math at 99.7%. Progress made.

3C. Reading: for FFY 2012, the percent of SWD with IEPs scoring “Proficient or Advanced” against grade
level standards, modified achievement standards and alternate achievement standards was 31.8%. This
represents an overall decrease from 41.4% in FFY 2011. Slippage reported.

Math: for FFY 2012, the percent of SWD’s with IEPs scoring “Proficient or Advanced” against grade level
standards modified achievement standards and alternate achievement standards were 31.3%. This
represents an overall decrease from 36.8% in FFY 2011. Slippage reported.

In the case of both of these categories, a decreased number of participants in the modified assessment as
well as a student population that was less diverse than previous year's population influenced these
outcomes.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix |)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 4A: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of
greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs.

20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions
for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State)]
times 100.

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The State defines significant discrepancy as LEAs with rate ratios of 2.5 or greater for any racial/ethnic
group with two or more students with disabilities experiencing suspension or expulsion of more than 10
days in a school year. That is, a district has a significant discrepancy when the ratio comparing its
suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities from a racial/ethnic group to the State-level
suspension/expulsion rate for all students with disabilities is 2.5 or greater. TDOE utilizes a rate ratio
calculation methodology for each district in the State that meets “n” size requirements. A district meets
minimum “n” size if 2 or more students are suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days. The number of district’s

“on

excluded based on “n” size is reported below.

Comparing rates of all district’s, those identified as significantly discrepant (rate ratio of 2.5 or greater) are
required to review their policies, procedures, and practices via a self-assessment. The purpose of the
review is to determine if any policy, procedure, or practice is contributing to the identified significant
discrepancy. If determined that any of these are contributors, revision is required. TDOE ensures that
required revisions are in place via review of revised documents as well as follow up with district staff
associated with those revisions.

In analyzing data for this indicator TDOE used data collected for Table 5 of Information Collection
1820-0621 for the school year 2011-2012.

Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Identification of Comparison Methodology
(see “Overview” above)

February 3, 2014 15
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2012

(using 2011- | The percent of LEAs having a significant discrepancy in the rates of
2012 data) | suspension/expulsion will be reduced by 1%.

For this indicator, TDOE reported data for the year before the reporting year (using 2011-12 data).

In FFY 2012, using data from 2011-12, of 136 districts in the state 73 had no student with disability
suspended/expelled greater than 10 days, 25 districts had only 1 student suspended/expelled for greater
than 10 days, and 38 districts had 2 or more students suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days. Thus
98 districts (73 + 25) were excluded based on the minimum “n” size requirement of 2 or more students

suspended/expelled, leaving 38 of the 136 that met the minimum “n” size.

Of those 38, one district was found to have suspended/expelled for more than 10 days over 2.5% of their
special education students. 1 of 38 (0.74%) districts was significantly discrepant. For FFY 2012 the
State met its target of reducing the percent of LEAs having a significant discrepancy in the rates of
suspensions/expulsions. The FY2011 rate was 1.9%.

Districts with Significant Discrepancy in Rates for Suspension and Expulsion

Total Number of Number of Districts

(using 2010-2012 data)

Year L that have Significant Percent
Districts* . .
Discrepancies
FFY 2012
38 1 74%

“ 9

*includes only districts meeting the minimum “n” size in the State

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices: (completed in FFY 2012 using 2011-2012 data): If any

Districts are identified with significant discrepancies:

a. TDOE reviews LEAs policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural
safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA. Each LEA
identified as significantly discrepant (2.5% or greater) conducts a self-assessment and provides TDOE
data and information on their policies, procedures and practices. These self-assessments are reviewed
by TDOE staff and a decision is made as to whether a District is compliant or noncompliant with IDEA

based on:

February 3, 2014
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1. Individual behavior plans and how they fit in to the school wide plan for creating positive school
climate.

2. Use of data for evaluating and analyzing discipline trends.
3. Discipline data entered according to appropriate discipline and action/duration codes.

4. Rights of students with disabilities protected specific to disciplinary actions taken by school
administrators.

b. Utilizing the criteria listed above, one significantly discrepant district was notified and given a
prescribed time period to complete a self-assessment which incorporated a review of their policies,
procedures and practices. After a review of the completed self-assessment by TDOE staff the district was
not found to be significantly discrepant based on t policies, procedures or practices. No honcompliance
finding was issued. (see results in the table below)

Number of Districts
that have Significant
Total Number of Discrepancies based
Year S . Percent
Districts on policies,
procedures and
practices
FFY 2012
38 0 0%
(using 2011-2012 data)

c. Any Districts identified as discrepant based on policies, procedures or practices receives technical
assistance from TDOE to change the policy, procedure, or practice contributing to or causing that
discrepancy. Not applicable for FFY 2012.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012

Target met. No explanation required.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance: Not applicable

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2011 (the 0
period from July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012)

2. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 0
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2011 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 0
)
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Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

4. Number of FFY 2011 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 0
above)

5. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the
one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”) 0

6. Number of FFY 2011 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)]

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected: NOT APPLICABLE

Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent): NOT APPLICABLE

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2011: NOT APPLICABLE

Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable): NOT APPLICABLE
For FFY 2010 findings for which the State has not yet verified correction, explain what the State has done
to identify the root cause(s) of continuing noncompliance, and what the State is doing about the continued
lack of compliance, including, as appropriate, enforcement actions taken against an LEA that continues to
show noncompliance.

1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s July 1, 2013 FFY 0
2011 APR response table for this indicator

2. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected 0

3. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has not verified as corrected 0
[(1) minus (2)]

Correction of Any Remaining Findings of Noncompliance from FFY 2009 or Earlier (if applicable):
Provide information regarding correction using the same Table format provided above.
NOT APPLICABLE
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Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table for this Indicator (if
applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

Statement from the Response Table State’s Response

None None

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets (see SPP) / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resource

None

February 3, 2014 19



Part B APR FFY 2012 Tennessee

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 4B: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions
and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures
or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to
the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports
and procedural safeguards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity in the rates of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and

(b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral
interventions and supports and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State)] times
100.

Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The State defines significant discrepancy as LEAs with rate ratios of 2.0 or greater for any racial/ethnic
group with two or more students with disabilities experiencing suspension or expulsion of more than 10
days in a school year. That is, a district has a significant discrepancy when the ratio comparing its
suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities from a racial/ethnic group to the State-level
suspension/expulsion rate for all students with disabilities is 2.0 or greater. TDOE utilizes a rate ratio

calculation methodology for each district in the State, which meets “n” size requirements.

* A minimum “n” size of 2 or more students suspended/expelled for greater than ten days within each race/ethnicity

wn

group within the district. The number of district’'s excluded based on “n” size is reported below.

Comparing rates of all districts, those identified as significantly discrepant are required to review their
policies, procedures, and practices via self-assessment. The purpose of the review is to determine if any
policy, procedure, or practice in place is contributing to the identified significant discrepancy. If
determined that any of these are contributors, revision is required. TDOE ensures that required revisions
are in place via review of revised documents as well as interview of district staff associated with those
revisions.

In analyzing data for this indicator TDOE used data collected for Table 5 of Information Collection 1820-
0621 for the school year 2011-2012. No sampling of 618 data occurred.
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Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Methodology

The rate ratio calculation requires first establishing the statewide percentage of students with disabilities
suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days. Then a two-step process is used to determine the rate
ratio for each racial/ethnic group within each district. The two calculations used are:

# SWD suspended/expelled > 10 days from specific race/ethnic group from specific LEA
# SWD from specific race/ethnic group from specific LEA

The calculation above generates the percentage of SWD suspended/expelled from each race/ethnic
group for each district. Then the rate ratio is generated using the above and the state average with the
following calculation:

LEA level s/e rate for each specific race/ethnicity (above results)
Statewide average

For any race/ethnic category with a rate ratio of 2.0 or greater, that LEA was flagged for significant
discrepancy and required to review associated policies, procedures, and practices. Note that for indicator
4B TDOE uses a minimum “n” size of 2 or more in the numerator (2 or more students within a specific
race/ethnic group within the LEA have been suspended/ expelled for greater than 10 days in a school
year). This assures small LEAs with only one student suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days, will
not be subjected to repeated annual reviews of their policies, procedures and practices resulting from just
one student’s suspension or expulsion.

Actual Target Data FFY 2012 (using 2011-2012 data)

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2012 0%

(using 2011-2012 data)

Results of State examination of data:

In FFY 2012 one district had one or more significantly discrepant race/ethnic groups with a rate ratio over
2.0 compared to 8 districts in FFY 2011. TDOE saw an overall decrease in the rates of
suspensions/expulsions greater than 10 days in many districts across the state. These changes may be
attributed to TDOE'’s efforts to a) make districts more cognizant of discipline alternatives, b) support more
PBIS initiatives, c) fund discretionary grants targeting reductions in suspensions, and d) requiring that
districts previously found significantly discrepant spend internal staff time reviewing their policies,
procedures, and practices which further increases local district awareness.
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4B (a). Districts with Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity*, in Rates of Suspension and
Expulsion

Total Number Number of Districts that have Significant

L . . . Percent*
of Districts* Discrepancies by Race or Ethnicity erce

Year

FFY 2012
136* 1 74%

(using 2011-2012 data)

*Tennessee has chosen to include the total number of LEAs in the State in the denominator.

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2012 using 2011-2012 data): If any
districts are identified with significant discrepancies:

a. TDOE reviews policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of
IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards to ensure that
these policies, procedures and practices comply with IDEA by requiring each LEA identified with one or
more race/ethnic groups with a rate ratio of 2.0 or higher to provide data and information on their policies,
procedures and practices through a Self-Assessment. The completed self-assessments are reviewed by
TDOE staff and decisions are made as to whether noncompliance with IDEA exists according to the
following criteria:

1. Individual behavior plans and how they fit in to the school wide plan for creating positive school
climate.

2. Use of data for evaluating and analyzing discipline trends.
3. Discipline data entered according to appropriate discipline and action/duration codes.

4. Ensuring that rights of students with disabilities are protected specific to disciplinary actions taken
by school administrators.

b. Utilizing the criteria listed above, one significantly discrepant LEA was notified and given a prescribed
time period to complete a Self-Assessment which incorporated a review of their policies, procedures and
practices and a review of their data collection procedures. After a review of this self-assessment by
TDOE staff no district was found to be significantly discrepant based on policies, procedures or practices.
(see results of this review in table below) No findings of noncompliance were issued.

Number of Districts that have Significant
Discrepancies, by Race or Ethnicity, and
policies, procedures or practices that

contribute to the significant discrepanc
Total Number g . ) P y
Year L and do not comply with requirements Percent**
of Districts* .
relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and
supports and procedural safeguards.

FFY 2012
136 0 0
(using 2011-2012 data)
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c. Any Districts identified as discrepant based on policies, procedures or practices receives technical
assistance from TDOE in changing the policy, procedure, or practice contributing to or causing that
discrepancy. Not applicable for FFY 2012..

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred in FFY 2012:

Target met. No explanation required.

Improvement Activities (see Appendix I)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance: Not applicable

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2011 (the 0
period from July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012)

2. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 0
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2011 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 0
@)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance):

4. Number of FFY 2011 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 0
above)
5. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the 0

one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”)

6. Number of FFY 2011 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 0

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected: NOT APPLICABLE
Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent): NOT APPLICABLE

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2011: NOT APPLICABLE

Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s July 1, 2013 FFY 0
2011 APR response table for this indicator

2. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected 0

3. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has not verified as corrected 0
[(2) minus (2)]
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Correction of Any Remaining Findings of Noncompliance from FFY 2009 or Earlier (if applicable):
Provide information regarding correction using the same Table format provided above.
NOT APPLICABLE

Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table for this Indicator (if
applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

Statement from the Response Table State’s Response

None None

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets (see SPP) / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resource

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 5: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;
B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by
the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

B. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided
by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.

C. Percent = [(# of children with IEPs served in separate schools, residential facilities, or
homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPS)]
times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

A) Increase to 60.5% the number of children with IEPs served inside the regular class
80% or more of the day.

2012

(using 2012- | B) Decrease to 11.5% the number of children with IEPs served inside the regular class
2013 data) less than 40% of the day.

C) Decrease the number of students served in separate facilities to 2.04%.
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Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

Tennessee

A. Children with IEPs served Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day: Target met

Children inside the regular
class 80% or more of the day

Total number of children with
disabilities

Percentage (see pie chart)

72,203

113,862

63.41%

B. Children with IEPs served Insid

e the regular class less than 40% o

f the day: Target not met

Children inside the regular
class less than 40% of the day

Total number of children with
disabilities

Percentage (see pie chart)

13,569

113,862

11.92%

C. Children with IEPs served in separate programs: Target met

Children in Separate
Programs*

Total number of children with
disabilities

Percentage (see pie chart)

1868

113,862

1.64%

*Includes separate public/private schools, public/private residential schools and homebound/hospitals.

0.88%

1.64%

more

H Other

B Separate School, Residential
Facility, Homebound/Hospital

m Inside regular class 40% to 79%
of day

M Inside regular class 80% or

M Inside regular class less than
40% of day

of day
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5A. The data for the FFY 2012 school year was obtained from Table 3 of the December 1, 2012 Federal
Census Report. Trend data reflect a high degree of year to year consistency with 63.39% of children with
IEPs were served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day in both FFY 2011 and 63.41% in FFY
2012. The State target of 60.5% was met for FFY 2012. Progress made.

Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day (%)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

56.32% 59.15% 62.33% 63.39% 63.41%

5B. Data reflect that in FFY 2012, 11.92% of children with IEPs were served inside the regular class less
than 40% of the day, compared to 12.38% in FFY 2011. Trend data shows progress, however, the State
target of 11.5% was not met for FFY 2012.

Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day (%)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

13.52% 13.24% 12.64% 12.38% 11.92%

5C.Children served in combined separate programs, which includes separate schools, residential facilities
and homebound/hospital placements comprised 1.64% in FFY 2012 as compared to 1.87% of children
served in FFY 2011. Trend data reveal steady improvement for 3 of the 4 years reported below. The state
target of a decrease in the number of students served in separate facilities to 2.04% was met. Progress
made.

In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements (%)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1.98% 1.77% 1.75% 1.87% 1.64%

For FFY 2012, all 136 school districts are using the statewide special education data system (EasylEP) for
reporting student level data. This consistency of data reporting provides for a higher level of confidence in
data accuracy as these data come directly from IEP information. Districts in the State strive to provide a

continuum of placements based on the least restrictive environment. Progress made in category A and C.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012

Target met or progress made in all three categories. No further explanations provided.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resources

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 6: PERCENT OF CHILDREN AGED 3 THROUGH 5 WITH IEPS ATTENDING A:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related
services in the regular early childhood program; and

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A

Measurement:

A. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood
program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular
early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPS)] times
100.

8.7% = 1,141 divided by 13,067 times 100

B. Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education
class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5
with IEPs)] times 100.

13.8% = (1,670 + 133 + 0) divided by 13,067 times 100

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

The Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) collects and analyzes educational environment
data and reports these data on the 618 Annual Report of Children, Table 3: Educational
Environments Preschool (3-5). These same data, reported in this indicator, are collected locally and
entered into the Part B data system (Easy IEP) used by all Local Education Agencies (LEAs). On
December 1, 2012, LEAs in Tennessee provided services to 13,067 children ages three through five
with disabilities. These services were provided through a continuum of education environment
options. The inclusion of children receiving special education services with typically developing peers
is emphasized by TDOE in trainings, technical assistance, and conferences.

As part of the continuum of options for children ages three through five with disabilities, LEAS in
Tennessee administered 434 IDEA 619 preschool classrooms during FFY 2012. The classroom
settings include self-contained environments, blended programs, and reverse inclusion. In addition
preschool aged students with disabilities were served in separate schools, home, service provider
locations and regular early childhood programs.
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

MEASUREMENT A: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular
2012 early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related

(using 2012 services in the regular early childhood program will reach 9.8%.
usin -
2013? data) | MEASUREMENT B: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a
Separate special education class, separate school, or residential facility will reach

12.8%.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012:

Measurement Baseline data Actual Data Targets
FFY 2011 FFY 2012 FFY 2012

A. Percent = [(# of children aged 3
through 5 with IEPs attending a
regular early childhood program and 9.3% 8.7% 9.8%
receiving the majority of special
education and related services in the
regular early childhood program)
divided by the (total # of children
aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times
100.

B. Percent = [(# of children aged 3
through 5 with IEPs attending a
separate special education class, 13.3%
separate school or residential
facility) divided by the (total # of
children aged 3 through 5 with IEPS)]
times 100.

13.8% 12.8%

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012

TDOE reports slight slippage in Measurement A. In FFY 2012 8.7% of students were reported as being
served in a regular early childhood program with a majority of special services provided in the regular
early childhood program compared to 9.3% reported in FFY 2013.

TDOE reports slight slippage in Measurement B. In FFY 2012 13.8% of students were reported as being
served in a separate special education class, separate school, or residential facility compared to 13.3%
reported in FFY 2011(the half point increase in FFY 2012 is not in the preferred direction).

Last year TDOE acknowledged data challenges with this indicator and addressed these challenges
through improvement activities that occurred in FFY 2012. TDOE was concerned that the relatively low
percentages of preschool students reported receiving special education services in the regular early
childhood program was not accurate. After meeting with selected local 619 staff in the spring of 2013 to
review both aggregate and student specific data this concern was validated. TDOE then focused on the
data collection application, associated processes, and affiliated supports.
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During FFY 2012 TDOE worked with the data application vendor to redesign, develop, and improve the
collection process so valid and reliable data would be collected. During the FFY 2012 data application
redesign effort, TDOE accessed and utilized the following resources to inform the improved data
collection process: ECTA staff, external LEA stakeholders, data consultant, vendor, and 619 staff from
other states.

The data application design and development occurred during FFY 2012; however the actual
implementation of the redesigned data collection commenced in FFY 2013 with the first updated
educational environments data being collected in the fall of 2013. Therefore, as reported in the FFY 2011
SPP: TDOE has identified necessary steps reflected in the improvement activities for FFY 2012 to
address data collection and reporting. TDOE anticipates that these improvements will be reflected in the
data reported for FFY 2013. As changes to the data collection process will provide more accurate
education environments data TDOE will continue to evaluate and if necessary reset targets based on
improved data. In addition to the changes in the data application and collection process, TDOE 619 staff
conducted focus groups across the state and at statewide conferences to inform local agency staff about
upcoming changes to the preschool education environment data collection process and the importance of
the data being collected. 619 staff created informative support materials for local agency staff to augment
these upcoming trainings which will be available via the updated data application. Support documents
include: FAQs, step-by-step instructions, scenario descriptions, a TDOE-specific decision tree (based off
the ECTA decision tree), improved education environment descriptions, and a tutorial series (still under
development).

The effects of the FFY 2012 data collection improvements and extensive training will only begin to be
seen in FFY 2013. The final changes to the application will be implemented in FFY2013.

All of the education environment data in the database for FFY 2013 will not be updated until on or after
December 5, 2013. However, TDOE plans to measure the effectiveness of the data application changes
by accessing and reviewing the updated educational environments data during the spring of 2014. By
comparing the data pre and post of the application update, TDOE can confirm the effect of the upgrades
and may consider updating targets in the future.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table for this Indicator (if
applicable):

Statement from the Response Table State’s Response

“Provide an explanation of why valid and reliable See revision of SPP Indicator # 6 attached with this
data are not yet available and description of submission.
actions being taken to collect and report valid and
reliable data”.

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resources

None

February 3, 2014 30




Part B APR FFY 2012 Tennessee

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 7: Percent of preschool children with IEPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early
literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Measurement:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early
literacy):

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:

Progress categories for A, B., and C.

a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did
not improve functioning) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to
functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning
but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by the (# of
preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

C. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but
did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged
peers but did not reach it) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged
peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-
aged peers) divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

€. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
= [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers)
divided by the (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes (use for FFY 2011 and FFY 2012 reporting):

Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool program
below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth
by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress
category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d) divided by [# of preschool children
reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of
preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress
category (d)] times 100.
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Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age
expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = # of preschool children reported in progress
category (d) plus [# of preschool children reported in progress category (e) divided by the total # of
preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e)] times 100.

Measurable and Rigorous Targets

Actual FFY 2011 Actual FFY 2012 Targets
Summary Statements (% of children) (% of children) FFY 2012
(% of children)

Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

1. Of those children who entered or
exited the program below age-
expectations in Outcome A, the

. 90.0% 88.0% 92.7%
percent who substantially
increased their rate of growth by
the time they exited the program.
2. The percent of children who were
functioning within age- 59.5% 57 8% 58.4%

expectations in Outcome A by the
time they exited the program.

Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/
communication and early literacy):

1. Of those children who entered or
exited the program below age-
expectations in Outcome B, the

. 88.9% 87.0% 90.5%
percent who substantially
increased their rate of growth by
the time they exited the program.
2. The percent of children who were
functioning within age- 56.9% 55 5% 56.7%

expectations in Outcome B by the
time they exited the program.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

1. Of those children who
entered or exited the program
below age-expectations in
Outcome C, the percent who 89.6% 88.6% 93.6%
substantially increased their
rate of growth by the time
they exited the program.

2. The percent of children who
were functioning within age-
expectations in Outcome C 69.2% 68.3% 69.0%
by the time they exited the
program.
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Actual Target (progress) Data for Preschool Children FFY 2012

Tennessee

Actual FFY Actual FFY
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social 2012-2013 2011-2012
relationships): (# and % of (# and % of
children) children)
a. Percent of children who did not improve functioning. 28 0.6% 36 0.9%
b. Percent of children who improved functioning, but not
sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable 467 9.4% 293 7.4%
to same-aged peers.
c. Percent of children who improved funcyonmg toa 1,599 32 2% 1,269 32 20%
level nearer to same-aged peers, but did not reach it.
d. Percent of children who improved functioning to 2031 41.0% 1,701 43.1%
reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
e. Percent of children who maintained functioning at a 834 16.8% 645 16.4%
level comparable to same-aged peers.
Total | N=4,959 100% N=3,944 100%
o . Actual FFY Actual FFY
(I?nc?LJCc(iqllr?; Igz:\)rrllya:gg;j:gzsckggmlﬁgiizt?gg ;rljldllsearly AU AN AU
literacy): (# and % of (# and % of
Y children) children)
a. Percent of children who did not improve functioning. 30 0.6% 30 0.8%
b. Percent of children who improved functioning, but not
sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable 498 10.1% 335 8.5%
to same-aged peers.
c. Percent of children who improved funct_|on|ng toa _ 1,677 33.9% 1,334 33.9%
level nearer to same-aged peers, but did not reach it.
d. Percent of children who improved functioning to 1,870 37.8% 1,584 40.2%
reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
e. Percent of children who maintained functioning at a 877 17.7% 657 16.7%
level comparable to same-aged peers.
Total | N=4,952 100% N=3,940 100%
Actual FFY Actual FFY
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their 2012-2013 2011-2012
needs: (# and % of (# and % of
children) children)
a. Percent of children who did not improve functioning. 30 0.6% 38 0.9%
b. Percent of children who improved functioning, but not
sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable 376 7.6% 263 6.7%
to same-aged peers.
c. Percent of children who improved funct_lonlng toa 1,154 23 4% 904 23 1%
level nearer to same-aged peers, but did not reach it.
d. Percent of children who improved functioning to 2,004 40.7% 1,691 43.2%
reach a level comparable to same-aged peers.
e. Percent of children who maintained functioning at a 1,363 27 7% 1,021 26.1%
level comparable to same-aged peers.
Total | N=4,927 100% N=3,917 100%
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Discussion of Summary Statements

All LEAs were required to begin entering ECO data into the State data base (Easy IEP) July 1, 2009.
After analysis of the FFY 2011 ECO data, patterns and trends led Tennessee to determine that additional
training of those collecting and entering the data was needed. Training was developed in conjunction
with Tennessee’s Early Intervention System (TEIS — Part C) and was delivered regionally in all parts of
the state in February and March 2013. Tennessee expects to see a change in patterns and trends as the
quality of the data reported increases.

Tennessee did not meet its targets for the Early Childhood Outcomes Summary Statements. While the
perceived improvement in data quality mentioned above is positive and important, it does make
comparing data reported to targets more difficult. If the quality of the previous data was not high, and if
the quality of the data being reported now is increasing, then the comparison to targets set based on low
quality data is questionable. Tennessee believes that the targets were based on imprecise baseline data
and were set too high due to data quality issues.

Discussion of a-e Progress Data

The a-e progress data have been analyzed to compare data and determine trends from FFY 2009 thru
FFY 2012. The analysis across all three outcomes reveals that the percentage of ‘a’ continues to
decrease. This decrease corresponds with TDOE’s expectations as the percentage of students who did
not improve functioning is anticipated to be extremely low. Another trend identified is the percentages for
‘d’ have remained the highest reported for the past four fiscal years, while the percentages for ‘c’ follow as
the second highest. This also aligns with TDOE'’s expectations as the percentages of students who
improved functioning to a level nearer to same aged peers, but did not reach it, and percentages of
students who improve functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers is predicted to be the
progress categories where the most growth is shown. Tennessee will continue to track data for these two
progress categories statewide and at the local level to determine if the percentages correctly reflect the
progress of students and what effect the regional trainings had on this trend.

In addition, the percentage of ‘b’ continues to increase across all outcomes. Tennessee is concerned as
this represents the percent of children who improved but not enough to move nearer to functioning
comparable to same-age peers. Tennessee will continue to monitor the percentages of this category to
determine if this truly reflects accurate data or if the additional trainings change this category. Tennessee
also plans to drill down these data to determine if patterns can be seen specific to LEAs, and if so, what
type of technical assistance can help improve data collection and programming.

The percentage of ‘e’ appears to be the most dynamic over the past four fiscal years. Initially, it showed
no change or an increase but then showed a decrease before showing another increase across all
outcomes. Tennessee theorizes that this will become more stable as the data collection process has
been clarified.

TDOE will continue to examine these data and determine if this parallels appropriate expectations for the
a-e categories. TDOE recognizes a need for continued technical assistance in drawing conclusions from
data, in determining the validity of state targets, in utilizing data reports to analyze data at the state and
local level, and in developing data analysis training for state and local staff. Any analysis of these data
must be viewed with knowledge of inconsistencies in previous data quality and expected improvement
after training and technical assistance.

In addition, after considering the variances of the N size between outcomes, Tennessee has identified a
need to decrease the possibility of missing data. Changes are being made to the database to alert users
of missing data and to require its entry. The Easy IEP ECO page has been redesigned to be more user-
friendly in appearance. New validations are being added to the Easy IEP database to prevent data entry
errors for ECO, to ensure complete data are entered, and to attempt to remind LEASs to collect the data at
the appropriate times. Expectations are that this will further increase the quality of the data collected and
reported.
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Tennessee believes the quality of the data will further improve as a result of the regional trainings
emphasis on both quantitative data and qualitative data.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012

See discussion of Summary Statements and a-e progress data above.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets (see SPP) / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resources

None

February 3, 2014 35



Part B APR FFY 2012 Tennessee

Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

INDICATOR 8: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that
schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with
disabilities.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Measurement: Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as
a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the
(total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target

2012 The percentage of parents reporting that the schools facilitated their involvement as a
means of improving services and results for children with disabilities will be at least 97%

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

During FFY 2012 school year, the Parent Survey (as described in the State Performance Plan) was
administered to all parents of students with disabilities ages 3 through 21 in 35 LEAs selected by the
OSEP approved sampling by the Division of Special Populations. The State’s three largest LEAs
participate in this survey each year. In FFY 2012 a total of 26,359 surveys were distributed to parents.
There were 4,821 survey responses with usable data for a response rate of 18.3%.

Item one on the survey queried parents regarding schools facilitation of parent involvement. Of the 4,821
parents responding to item one, 97.3.0% (4,692 /4,821) agreed that the schools facilitated their
involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. The State target of
97% was met.

TDOE contracts with East Tennessee State University (ETSU) to administer the survey through two
different methods. The methods of soliciting parent surveys are described below:

1. Direct Email to Parents: Parents who had e-mail addresses were directly emailed and provided a
URL to take the survey electronically. A letter from TDOE in both English and Spanish was attached
explaining the survey. Alternatively, parents could choose to print, complete and return a hard copy
of the survey to ETSU by US mail. An email was sent two additional times to remind parents to
complete the survey.

2. Mailing of Survey Packets to Special Education Directors: Special Education Directors were mailed
guantities of paper surveys with student name, district, school, and numeric identifier, with postage
paid envelopes and letters to parents explaining the survey in English and Spanish. These were
distributed to school principals who were asked to disseminate the surveys to students to be taken
home to parents. A letter attached to the survey provided parents a URL as an alternate means of
completion of the survey if they did not want to complete the hard copy.
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Federal Fiscal Year Parent Response Rate

Surveys Conducted by School Districts*

2006 33.0%
2007 28.2%
Surveys Conducted by State Contractor**

2008 15.3%
2009 18.5%
2010 17.9%
2011 18.9%
2012 18.3%

*In 2006 and 2007 surveys were conducted by LEA staff, using paper copies only and manual tabulation
of results. Therefore survey findings may be slightly inflated.

**In FFY 2008 TDOE began utilizing three methods to distribute surveys (electronic, direct US mail, and
take home surveys). A sampling of students was used instead of a census method and a lower response
rate resulted. From FFY 2009 through FFY 2013, electronic and take home surveys continue to be
utilized with minimal change in response rate.

The table on the next page provides summary representativeness data on all FFY 2012 Parent Survey
respondents. The calculation, borrowed from the National Post-School Outcomes Center, compares the
respondent pool of parents against the targeted group of parents. Did the respondents represent the
entire group of parents that could have responded to the survey? The difference row compares the two
proportions (target proportion against respondent proportion) by selected attributes including: child
disability, child gender, and child minority race/ethnicity status. Cells in the difference row that are

> +/- 3%, indicate that the respondent group over or under represents the entire group of targeted
respondents. For this Parent Survey parents of minority students were under represented in the
respondent group (-6.3%) as were parents of children with learning disabilities (-7.2%). Parents of
students from all other (non-listed) disability groups were overrepresented in the respondents (6.4%).
Based on respondent disaggregation (see table below) these results are representativeness of the
population.
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This representation consists of parents of students with disabilities within the FFY 2012 sampling cycle,
including the three largest school districts in the State (>50,000 students).

NPSO Response
Totals L
Overall LD ED MR AO Female |Minority
Target Pool Totals | 26,359 | 9487 622 1,526 14,724 8,826 8,800
Respondents
Totals 4,821 1,386 93 339 3,003 1,688 1,302
Target Pool 35.9% | 23% | 58% | 55.9% 33.5% | 33.4%
Representation ’ ) ) ’ ) ’
Respondent o o o o o o
Representation 28.8% 1.9% 7.0% 62.3%| 35.0% | 27.0%
Difference -7.2% -0.4% 1.2% 6.4% 1.5% -6.3%

Note: Positive difference indicates over-representation, negative difference indicates under-
representation. A difference of greater than +/-3% is highlighted in bold.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012: Target met and/or progress made. No further explanations provided.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resources

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality

INDICATOR 9: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Measurement

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special
education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of
districts in the State)] times 100

Criteria (Definition) of Disproportionate Representation

Tennessee utilized the Westat spreadsheet for calculating both Relative Risk Ratio (RRR) and Weighted
Risk Ratio (WRR) on district race and ethnicity data. With FFY 2012 data, the following methodology
was used to calculate and examine data to determine disproportionate overrepresentation in special
education.

Data Sources:

The October 1, 2012 Enrollment data (from CCD, EDEN file N052) and December 1, 2012 IDEA

Child Count data (from EasylEP) were used in the disproportionate representation calculations for each

of Tennessee’s 136 school districts. When a district was found disproportionate, additional district data

were accessed by the district to complete their self-assessment to determine if policies, procedures, and
or practices resulted in inappropriate identification.

Both Relative Risk Ratios and Weighted Risk Ratios were generated for all LEAs based on the number
of students receiving special education and related services in each LEA for reporting race/ethnicity
categories of Hispanic/Latino, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black, Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,
White and 2+ (multiple race/ethnicities).

Each school district was examined for the seven race/ethnicity student sub-groups to determine if the
district’s identification of students receiving special education and related services met each of the
following three criteria:

a. Both arelative risk ratio (RRR) and a weighted risk ratio (WRR) of 3.00 or higher;

b. Student sub-group enroliments of all students that have a race/ethnicity N count equal to or
greater than 50; and,

c. A minimum special education child count of 45 students in the district receiving special
education and related services. The N of 45 is the N used for adequate yearly progress (AYP)
for student subgroups. It is found in Tennessee’s NCLB Accountability Workbook
(http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplans03/tncsa.pdf) on page 28 which states: “In
calculating AYP for student subgroups, 45 or more students must be included to assure high
levels of reliability”.
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c. (continued) Districts that met the above criteria for one or more race/ethnicity subgroup had
statistical disproportionate overrepresentation of students receiving special education in that
race/ethnicity sub-group.

Districts that were found to have met the above criteria were considered to have statistical
disproportionate overrepresentation of students receiving special education and related services
in the race/ethnicity sub-group examined.

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
FFY 2012 The percent of school districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic
(using 2012- groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate
2013 data) identification in FFY 2012 will be 0%.

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

Number of LEAs meeting N size for both

Racial Ethnic Sub-Group enrollment by race/ethnicity and IDEA child
count

Hispanic/Latino 98

American Indian/American Native 8

Asian 29

Black 98

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 5

White 135

Two or more Race/Ethnicities 54

FFY 2012 LEA Count of Disproportionate Representation

(based on criteria outlined in the Indicator 9 Measurement Table)

Race/Ethnicity Over-representation
Hispanic/Latino 0
American Indian/Alaska Native 0
Asian 0
Black 0
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0
White 0
2+ (Multiple Race/Ethnicities) 0

Districts with Disproportionate Representation of Student Racial and Ethnic Sub-Groups receiving
Special Education and Related Services that was the Result of Inappropriate Identification
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Number of LEAs with

V! AT CFF BEAS I Disproportionate Representation Percent

Ve UATEED Dlsproportlonate that was the Result of of LEAs
of LEAs Representation ; e
Inappropriate Identification
FFY 2012 136 0 0 0.0%

(2012-2013)

No districts were eliminated due to minimum n size. Through an examination of disproportionate
representation data and review of policies, procedures, and practices, these districts were determined not
to be disproportionate as the result of inappropriate identification. Target met.

Review of Policies, Procedures and Practices:

Districts identified with statistical disproportionate representation are required to conduct and submit to
the TDOE a self-assessment of the district’s policies, procedures, and practices. The purpose being to
determine if the LEA’s disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification of the
identified student sub-groups. Ratings of 1 through 4 (4 exemplary, 3 adequate, 2 and below inadequate)
are made independently by 4 TDOE team members for 6 items in two broad component areas. Due to a
new self-assessment design and content, TDOE allowed flexibility on district response. Several districts
had difficulty with the open ended questioning format and additional technical assistance was provided on
a case by case basis.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012 Target met and/or progress made. No further explanations provided.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance (if State did not report 0%): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2011 (the 0
period from July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012)

2. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 0
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2011 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 0
@)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance): NOT APPLICABLE

4. Number of FFY 2011 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 0
above)

5. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the 0
one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”)

6. Number of FFY 2011 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)] 0
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Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected: NOT APPLICABLE

Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent): NOT APPLICABLE

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2011: NOT APPLICABLE

Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s July 1, 2013 FFY 0
2011 APR response table for this indicator

2. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected 0

3. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has not verified as corrected 0
[(2) minus (2)]

Verification of Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 findings: NOT APPLICABLE

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2010: NOT APPLICABLE

Correction of Any Remaining Findings of Noncompliance from FFY 2009 or Earlier (if applicable):
Provide information regarding correction using the same Table format provided above.
NOT APPLICABLE

Additional Information Required by the OSEP APR Response Table for this Indicator (if
applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

Statement from the Response Table State’s Response

None None

Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets (see SPP) / Improvement Activities / Timelines /
Resources for FFY 2012 (if applicable):

Activities Timeline Resource

None
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Part B State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2012

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: See page 3

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality

INDICATOR 10: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific
disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the
State)] times 100.

Criteria (Definition) of Disproportionate Representation

Tennessee utilized the Westat spreadsheet for calculating both Relative Risk Ratio and Weighted Risk
Ratio on district race and ethnicity data. With FFY 2012, data the following methodology was used to
calculate and examine data to determine disproportionate overrepresentation in the six identified high
incidence disabilities of intellectual disabilities, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance,
speech and language impairments, other health impairments and autism.

Data Sources: The October 1, 2012 Enrollment data (from CCD, EDEN file N052) and December 1,
2012 IDEA Child Count data (from EasylEP) were used in the disproportionate representation
calculations for each of Tennessee’s 136 school districts and 4 State Special Schools (140 LEAS).
When a district was found disproportionate, additional district data were accessed by the district to
complete their self-assessment to determine if policies, procedures, and or practices resulted in
inappropriate identification.

Both Relative Risk Ratios and Weighted Risk Ratios were generated for each LEA based on the number
of students receiving services in each of the six disability categories in each LEA for the reporting
race/ethnicity categories of Hispanic/Latino, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black,
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White and 2+ (multiple race/ethnicities).

Each school district was examined for the seven student sub-groups to determine if the district's
identification of students in the six high incidence disability categories met each of the following criteria:
Both a relative risk ratio (RRR) and a weighted risk ratio (WRR) of 3 or higher;

Student sub-group enrollments of all students that have a race/ethnicity N count equal
to or greater than 50; and

c. A minimum special education child count of 20 for each of the examined disability
categories.

Districts that met the above criteria for one or more subgroup had statistical disproportionate
overrepresentation in the identified disability category for the race/ethnicity sub-group examined.
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target
The percent of school districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic
2012 . . : . : ; .
groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate
(using 2012- identification of students with Autism, Emotional Disturbance, Intellectual Disabilities,
2013 data) Other Health Impairment, Specific Learning Disabilities, and Speech/Language
Impairments in FFY 2012 will be 0%

Actual Target Data for FFY 2012

FFY 2012 LEA Count of Disproportionate Representation

Race/Ethnicity

AUT

EMD

ID

OHI

SLD

SLI

Hispanic/Latino

0

0

0

0

American
Indian/Alaska
Native

Asian

Black

Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander

White

Wl O |~k

N| O [N]|O

N =T S

2+ (Multiple
Race/Ethnicities)

O [N| O |w|O

o | N| O | ~|O

S [N| O | N[O

Districts with Disproportionate Representation of Student Racial and Ethnic Groups in Specific
Disability categories that was the Result of Inappropriate Identification

Total Number of LEAS Number of LEAs with
vear Number with Disproportionate Representation Percent
of LEAS Disproportionate that was the Result of of LEAs
Representation Inappropriate Identification
(0122018 | 13 34 2 1.47%

Note that no districts were eliminated due to minimum N size

Through an examination of disproportionate representation data and review of policies, procedures, and
practices to address child find, evaluation and eligibility requirements, two LEAs were determined to be
disproportionate as the result of inappropriate identification. The state did not meet its target of 0%.

Review of Policies, Procedures and Practices:

Districts identified with statistical disproportionate representation are required to conduct and submit to
the TDOE a self-assessment of the district’s policies, procedures, and practices. The purpose being to
determine if the LEA’s disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification of the
identified student sub-groups. Ratings of 1 through 4 (4 exemplary, 3 adequate, 2 and below inadequate)
are made independently by 4 TDOE team members for 6 items in two broad component areas. Each
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district’s scores are averaged and those “below 2”* are considered to maintain inappropriate policies,
practices, or procedures. A finding of non-compliance was issued to these districts and revision to the
policy, procedure or practice in question will be required within a prescribed time frame. Due to a new
self-assessment design and content, TDOE allowed flexibility on district response. Several districts had
difficulty with the open ended questioning format and additional technical assistance was provided on a
case by case basis.

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that
occurred for FFY 2012

Slippage: possibly due to change to a more rigorous review of policies procedures and practices.

Improvement Activities (See Appendix I)

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance (if State did not report 0%): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of findings of noncompliance the State made during FFY 2011 (the 0
period from July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012)

2. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State verified as timely corrected (corrected 0
within one year from the date of notification to the LEA of the finding)

3. Number of FFY 2011 findings not verified as corrected within one year [(1) minus 0

()]

Correction of FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than
one year from identification of the noncompliance): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of FFY 2011 findings not timely corrected (same as the number from (3) 0
above)
2. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the 0

one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”)

3. Number of FFY 2011 findings not yet verified as corrected [(4) minus (5)]

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected: NOT APPLICABLE

Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent): NOT APPLICABLE

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2011: NOT APPLICABLE
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Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance (if applicable): NOT APPLICABLE

1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s July 1,